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NOW, ABOUT THE TRUTH? 

As but a simple citizen of the Republic and a less than proud owner of the Report of The 
President's Commission on the Assassination of President Kennedy with its attendant twenty six 
volumes of testimony and evidence, it was with considerable astonishment and dismay that I read 
President Ford and Mr Belin’s 16 December Oped ; Kennedy Assassination: How About the 
Truth ? 

The fact that Mr. Ford and Mr. Belin are sensitive to criticism is understandable to 
anyone who has expended any effort in reviewing the Report and the accompanying morass of 
material offered as testimony and evidence. The authors should recognize that the cumulative 
criticism, of which they protest, is possible only because of the unresolved issues and the almost 
unimaginably poor performance of the Warren Commission. It is not my desire to debate 
President Ford and Mr. Belin on the merits, if any, of either the A&E series or Oliver Stone’s 
film. However, there are disturbing aspects of the article which need to be addressed in order 
that Mr Ford’s quest for truth be served. 

It is important, prior to any discussion about the Warren Commission and its Report, to 
understand some simple facts. The Warren Commission was not a court of law. It did not 
afford any of the advantages of the American system of justice. The proceedings and production 
of evidence were not held to the standards of the courtroom. In fact, there is not, to the best of 
my knowledge, an established and verifiable chain of custody on any single piece of critical 
evidence directly related to the assassination. There was no verdict resultant from the adversarial 
passionate and/or dispassionate give and take between prosecution and defense. Of the 552 
persons providing information to the Commission only 94 actually appeared before the 
Commission and of those, not one appeared before the entire Commission. That President Ford 
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was present for 70 of these individuals can be viewed as praiseworthy except when one considers 
that if, during a jury trial, a juror is absent from testimony there is a high likelihood of a 
mistrial. To some credit, the Report addresses this issue in its Forward but then does nothing 
to ameliorate the problem. The fact that there was no investigation, no trial, no prosecution, 
no defense counsel, no cross-examination, no jury, no judge, and no verdict is permitting history 
to serve those functions and it appears to be dealing with the Commission’s work harshly. 

While one would expect the authors to maintain the imaginative depiction of the 
assassination they helped create in 1964, I was immediately struck by a sense of desperation 
permeating the article. Desperation bom, I suspect, of the knowledge that when subjected to 
history’s appellate court the Warren Commission’s work can only be viewed as astonishingly 
incompetent, if not intentionally deceptive. Since space will not permit a complete point by point 
challenge to the authors, I therefore selectively offer the reader the following for their 
consideration and to redirect the question How About the Truthl to President Ford and Mr Belin: 
With respect to the autopsy photographs and wounds. . .Which photographs, which 
experts, and when? The authors certainly know that there is no verifiable chain 
of custody on either the autopsy photographs or X-rays. That there is considerable 
discrepancy between the records of the FBI, Secret Service, and Naval Medical 
Service as to the types and numbers of photographs and X-rays exposed and who 
had custody of what types and in what numbers is no longer a secret thanks to the 
independent and meticulous efforts of Harold Weisberg. The group of physicians 
empaneled by Attorney General Ramsey Clark in February 1968 described 
wounds differently in both magnitude and location than the autopsy physicians 
who differed amongst themselves at times. While the autopsy doctors have stated 
under oath that the President’s body was X-rayed in toto the Clark panel could not 
find X-rays of the lower arms or legs or any corresponding photographs. The 
lack of photographs of the President’s brain which had been destroyed by gunshot 
and was the fatal wound was not questioned. The authors continue the canard of 
describing the non-lethal wound to President Kennedy as a neck wound. That 
there was no rear neck wound was established by the autopsy physicians 
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themselves and documented by FBI agents present at the autopsy. That there was 
a wound in the back of which the end of the opening could be felt with the 
physicians finger and that no continuous path of transit was physically established, 
explored, or dissected for this wound was ignored. That the wound was not 
explored because the autopsy physicians were ordered not to explore it has been 
attested to under oath by Dr. Pierre Finck, one of the attending physicians at the 
autopsy and the only military doctor present at the autopsy with considerable 
pathological experience with gunshot wounds. This physical wound has been 
manipulated semantically by the authors and the Commission and represented as 
a neck wound. Why? The authors address the issue of the President’s rearward 
head snap as a result of the fatal head wound observed in the Zapruder film at 
frame 313. They state ...that wound ballistic experts unequivocally testified that 
the movement was not caused by the impact of the bullet but... rather by neuro- 
muscular reaction. The Report lists three witnesses as wound ballistic experts and 
offers their testimony in Volume V. Not one of them was questioned or 
commented on the President’s reaction to the fatal head wound. 

With respect to Jack Ruby and the Oswald murder... The authors make much ado 
about Postal Inspector Harry Holmes and the extension of the interrogation of Lee 
Harvey Oswald on 24 November 1963. The authors would have us believe that 
Holmes’ questioning of Oswald delayed his transfer to the County Jail. One does 
not get that impression from Captain Fritz of the Dallas Police or Holmes’ 
testimony. In fact, Holmes suggests that the interrogation was an informal 
questioning with questions coming from most of those present in an ad hoc 
fashion. President Ford and Mr Belin would have us believe that Holmes’ 
decision to not attend church and his questions lengthened the interrogation and 
delayed the transfer. This, when coupled with Jack Ruby’s dispatch of a money 
order at 11:17 a.m. they offer as proof that there was no conspiracy to kill 
Oswald. If they are so certain of that today why was that not offered as proof in 
the Report in 1964? That there is highly credible evidence that Ruby was present 
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at Parkland Hospital simultaneously with President Kennedy being treated in 
Trauma Room tt 1 on 22 November 1963 and in the Dallas police department 
during police interrogations and the public press event with Oswald on the evening 
of 22 November 1963 are of no interest to the authors. Likewise, Ruby’s 
associations prior to and during the period 22-24 November 1963 with Dallas 
police officers L.D. Miller, Blackie Harrison, and Harry Olsen have been 
assiduously avoided. 

With respect to Ruby’s polygraph evaluation... The authors suggest it confirmed 
that Jack Ruby was not part of any conspiracy ? Hardly. In the first instance, a 
lie detector (polygraph) doesn’t detect lies or the truth. In the second instance, 
a polygraph examination is inadmissible in a court of law which is why the 
Commission refused Mr. Belin’s suggestions to polygraph Marina Oswald. In the 
third instance, the Report, on page 815, offers J. Edgar Hoover’s assessment of 
the Ruby polygraph which concludes that no significance should be placed on the 
polygraph examination and it should be considered nonconclusive as the charts 
cannot be relied upon. How about the truth Mr. Ford? 

With respect to Howard Brennan... Vnert is nothing I, nor anyone else, can say 
about Howard Brennan’s vivid testimony. President Ford suggests that he was the 
single most important witness to the assassination. I propose you take him up on 
this statement and go to your local library and read Mr. Brennan’s testimony. It 
is to be found in Volume III, pages 140, 184, and 211, and Volume XI, page 
206. In this instance you be the judge. You determine the value of Mr. 
Brennan’s testimony. Should you do so, I suggest that you write to Mr. Ford and 
provide him your perceptions of his single most important witness. He is not 
expecting your letters. 

With respect to the timing of the shots... One wonders where the authors obtained 
the 10 second figure; it appears nowhere in the Report they had a hand in crafting 
in 1964. The Report, on page 117, suggests a range from approximately 4.8 to 
in excess of 7 seconds. The Commission’s and the author’s problem is that no one 
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has established precisely how many shots were fired or how many bullets 
impacted on the President and Governor Connally. The five volume FBI report 
provided to the Commission stated that there were three shots; the first impacting 
on the President’s back, the second wounding Governor Connally, and the third 
inflicting the massive head wound on the President. The FBI knew of, but 
ignored, the shot that missed and ricocheted causing a wound to bystander James 
Tague. The Commission, caught in the quandary between the number of shots 
and the time span of those shots decided to retain three shots but suggested 
changing the sequence to the first wounding both the President and the Governor, 
the second missing, and the third impacting the President’s head. That this 
sequence does not correspond to the photographic evidence notwithstanding, we 
are left with the Commission’s figure of 4.8 to in excess of 7 seconds, but no 
mention of 10 seconds. The truth is that the authors choose to semantically 
misrepresent the photographic and corroborating eyewitness evidence to avoid 
dealing with the central issue of conspiracy. More than three shots or even three 
shots in the truncated time span define conspiracy at the mechanical level. When 
the tests the Commission authorized tended to undermine the theories they were 
offering they hid behind the mask of obfuscating semantics such as in excess of 
7 seconds. What is the truth Mr. Ford? 

That the assassination of John F. Kennedy is one of the enduring tragedies of our time and of 
the Republic cannot be overstated. President Kennedy’s evolving views on South East Asia and 
our involvement there has been well documented. The legacy of his murder is that our 
government, by not telling you the absolute, unvarnished truth about the events in and around 
Dealey Plaza on that horrible day in November 1963, broke its bond with those who empowered 
it. The citizens of the Republic, for whom the Commission ostensibly worked, were cheated and 
continue to be deceived by the very government they trusted. Is it any wonder that Mr. Stone 
makes films or that A&E televises documentaries that differ from the Report ? Since the truth 
was never revealed the fictional field is open to all, including Mr. Ford and Mr. Belin. 




